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Comment 1:  

Mitigation of the NSTAR cable is of concern.  Mitigation will be expensive. Should 
mitigation not be resolved in a timely manner, the project could be authorized but not built 
for an undetermined length of time.      

Basis for Comment: 
 
The Massachusetts Water Resources Authority’s (MWRA) main power supply line (115 kV) to its Deer 
Island Treatment Plant crosses beneath the Reserved Channel and the Main Ship Channel. Per the 1989 
Department of Army Permit No. 198900530, this cable was to be located a minimum of 60 feet below 
Mean Low Water (MLW).  However, per NSTAR letter of February 28, 2003, the installed cable depth is 
(approx) 53 feet below MLW in the Reserved Channel and 63 feet below MLW in the Main Ship 
Channel. NSTAR contends that the -53 foot “depth was approved through the permitting process…”   
 
Dredging of the Reserved Channel below the current 40 feet MLW will likely place the cable in extremis 
due to cruise ship anchors, etc.  Complicating matters, bedrock is reportedly located 53’ (approx) below 
MLW.  NSTAR suggests that licensing and installation of a replacement cable would have to precede 
local dredging, could take several years and cost in excess of $35M.   
 
In 2003-2004, the USACE engaged in discussions with NSTAR and MWRA to resolve the matter but 
without success. The USACE has since referred the matter to the U.S. Attorney’s office for enforcement 
action.  Because of the expense involved, NSTAR/MWRA will likely appeal any enforcement action 
unless compensation is provided.  Even so, timely resolution could prove difficult.    
 
A similar concern could be expressed regarding the KeySpan natural gas siphon crossing the Chelsea 
River at a depth of 40.5 feet MLW.  However, it is understood that KeySpan is currently developing a 
replacement line with an elevation greater than -80 feet MLW, a more-than-adequate depth for this 
improvement project. 
 
Significance – High: 
 
A possible ‘show stopper’:  Dredging of the Reserved Channel and portions of the Main Channel cannot 
be completed until the power-line issue is resolved. 
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
None 

Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
• Close monitoring of the U.S Attorney’s office negotiations with MWRA/NSTAR is appropriate; if 

enforcement is delayed, the project could be significantly delayed.   
• NSTAR’s contention that the current cable depth was approved by permit is worth investigating; 

should the contention prove true, remedial costs would affect project net benefits.  
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Comment 2:  

Incremental trucking costs between Port of New York and New Jersey – New York Harbor 
(PONYNJ) and Boston Harbor (BH), which are presented to constitute a major proportion 
of the National Economic Development (NED) benefits (shipper savings) for the project, 
are not analytically supported.  Moreover, the actual total transportation costs savings to 
shippers are a function of the total transportation costs, vessel, port, landside and related 
inventory (transit time) costs, which are far more than land side trucking costs.   

Basis for Comment: 
 
In Tables 2.12 and 2.13 the mileage differentials between PONYNJ and BH are calculated (which are 
primarily for Massachusetts as the major state container hinterland of BH).  Although the mileage 
differentials are detailed (an appendix with the supported actual distances would be helpful) there is no 
supporting documentation of the “trucking cost differential” other than a statement on the bottom of page 
C1-19.  This is very unusual since it is this very “trucking cost differential” that constitutes the course of 
most of the NED benefits.  We are told that the quote is for a 220 mile trip and the trucking cost is 
consistent with costs used for the Delaware River, etc., but just what is the quote and what does it 
represent? 
 
Table 2.15 shows the trucking cost (differential) as $374.25.  Does this reflect the higher distances of 
143.0 miles from Table 2.13?  If so then are we looking at a round trip or one way “cost” even though 
Table 2.15 says “One-Way Loaded”? 
 
All trucking costs have a fixed cost component related to time such as loading and unloading, including 
delays related thereto, and a variable cost component related to distance associated with driving that will 
reflect fuel consumption and related vehicle variable expenses.  Trips to or from NY and BH have a 
weighted average incremental distance of 143.0 miles for which an average driving speed of 50 miles per 
hour would be about three (incremental) driving hours.  Drayage truck costs would be about $60 per hour 
underway, including fuel, which would be $180 to $200 for three extra hours of (incremental) driving 
distance for NY compared to BH.  Somehow Table 2.15 shows $374.25 with no supporting 
documentation, samples, etc.   
 
If the incremental distance between NY and BH is 143 miles and three hours is the incremental driving 
time, based on average underway speed of 50 miles per hour, this suggests a truck average total hourly 
operating cost of about $125 ($374.25/3 = $124.75) which is about double drayage truck average total 
hourly costs.  
 
Moreover, the basis for NED benefits is the change in total transportation costs not just local landside 
trucking costs.  The benefits framework (page C-6) does not address the total origin to destination costs 
but instead only uses trucking costs (with an element of “port cost” that will be discussed subsequently).  
This is a big issue to assume that the only difference in the total cost of container cargo to the BH 
hinterland whether via NY or BH is landside trucking.   
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Basis for Comment:  (Continued) 
 
It is assumed implicitly or explicitly (but not stated) that vessel and related port costs to call BH are the 
same as to call NY per unit of cargo discharged or conversely that calling BH in addition to NY (which is 
the common practice for the two carriers who do both).  It is not shown that BH calls do not add vessel 
costs to the overall itinerary that would supplant some of the landside savings from a BH call.  In the 
absence of higher costs levied to BH shippers for a boutique direct call service by two lines and three 
services the total savings from landside trucking savings may be less.     
 
It should be shown and documented that the container lines that call BH have the same costs as calls to 
NY as part of their voyage itinerary; therefore the lines calling BH (in addition to NY) do not take some 
of the shipper surplus (land transportation cost savings) into consideration by charging a premium for a 
direct call at BH, indicative of higher costs from a second call (BH) in addition to NY.  No where is this 
pivotal assumption discussed.  Before deregulation of the steamship lines it was a common practice to 
equalize rates for competing ports.  But it is no longer the prevailing norm under service and volume 
contracts between the lines and shippers and is not shown as such in the report.  Given the volumes at NY 
compared to BH it is quite possible that the lines calling BH are charging more than for service to NY.  
One would expect that lines that add a port call to BH would consider appropriating some of the shipper 
trucking cost savings into their rate base consistent with the extra vessel and port expenses of an 
additional call (BH) to a traditional call at PONYNJ.   
 
Continued growth of containerized cargo being constrained by the 40 foot channel should consider the 
trends of the past decades when BH had the same depth as NY (40 feet) and there has been a long history 
of stagnation of containerized cargo at BH compared to growth at NY (at the expense of BH).  Obviously, 
channel depth and higher land costs are not the only reasons why container lines have clustered services 
and cargo at NY and have left BH.  Shippers too found the number of lines and services (schedules) far 
greater at NY rather than BH (once a week service frequency) suggesting that the higher value more time 
sensitive freight went through NY rather than BH.  No shipper inventory (cargo) cost analysis is 
presented in the report to reflect the cost savings of greater sailing frequencies through NY compared to 
BH even for the current cargo mix.   

Significance – High: 
 
Nearly 80 percent of the NED benefits are from “trucking cost differentials” that are not supported and 
may not represent the total cost (savings) to shippers using NY and BH, and thus do not constitute an 
accurate basis of the “total transportation cost savings,” which should reflect NED benefits.   
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
 
Also see the following comments regarding calculation of NED benefits and shipping savings/costs: 
Comment 3 regarding the International Longshoremen Association fee under the New York Harbor 
collective bargaining agreement; Comment 4 regarding consideration of risk of losing lines/services at 
Boston Harbor; and Comment 11 regarding economic benefits which will accrue to foreign flag carriers 
and thus may not be fully passed on to U.S. shippers.   
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Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
To resolve these concerns, the report would need to be expanded to include: 
 
• There should be an analytical truck cost model that documents the average total truck costs by major 

components (labor, fuel, capital, etc.) for both waiting and driving circumstances, and then computes 
the incremental driving costs related to the incremental driving distances between NY and BH (143 
miles).  

• There should be documentation of the total transportation costs (vessel, port and landside) through 
NY and BH so all related components can be included rather than just landside trucking costs.  
Because of significant volume differences average total costs of each component, vessel, port and 
landside, may be distinctly different and tradeoffs between the transportation cost components for NY 
and BH may exist 

• Shipper inventory costs for weekly services through BH should be compared with more frequent 
services through NY for the same trading lanes (services) to reflect the fact that there are more lines 
and services calling NY than BH.   
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Comment 3:  

The assumption that the International Longshoremen Association (ILA) fee (which has a 
history of being reduced) will perpetuate in the next 50 years is not justified.  The ILA fee 
is a transfer payment (“tax”) and should not be included as a benefit to the nation 
(resource saving).  

Basis for Comment: 
 
The assumption that the International Longshoremen Association (ILA) collective bargaining negotiated 
fee for payments to sustain the Guaranteed Annual Income (GAI) royalty fund based on an assessment 
(which has a history of being reduced) upon all loaded containers “originated or terminated” at New York 
Harbor (NYH) hinterland will be perpetuated in kind entirely over the project life (fifty years) is not 
justified.  Moreover, the ILA fee levied on the shipping lines’ loaded containers at NYH is a transfer 
payment (“tax”) and does not reflect resource consumption and consequently should not be included as 
part of the NED benefits along with lower transportation costs. The fee structure, based on the geographic 
distances reflecting port competitiveness, is a testament to this “tax” assessment devoid of related 
resource consumption. 
 
The ILA assessment of $110 for each loaded box handled within 260 miles of the port (NYH) and $20 for 
each loaded box handled greater than 260 miles from port (NYH) is not a resource cost related to the 
value of services produced.  It is a tax (transfer) from steamship lines to labor pool that has no relation to 
the value of the labor services (resources) performed (but rather a relationship to labor services NOT 
performed through underemployed and a “guarantee” of full employment).   
 
Historically, the ILA GAI assessment was to account for the vast pool of redundant labor at NYH which 
arose from containerization.  Historically, the fee was at one time much higher, about $350 per box in 
nominal terms with an exception for boxes that did not originate or terminate by land at NYH.  Under 
these circumstances container barging between NY and BH was more popular because it avoided the 
NYH ILA GAI and BH had little or no GAI.   
 
To describe the “assessment” which is for the (underemployed) labor pool as a “handling fee” in Table 
2.15 is erroneous.  The GAI fee structure was subsequently revamped at NYH from being applied to all 
loaded containers regardless of port competition to charge a higher fee for relatively local traffic (more 
non-competitive from the standpoint of diversion to other ports) and to charge a much lower fee for 
relatively longer distance cargo (more competitive to other ports such as Norfolk for Midwest cargo).  
While the ILA cargo assessment tax is a pecuniary (financial) “cost” to shipping lines, it does not 
represent resources consumed.  Shipping lines barging boxes between NYH and BH or providing direct 
call services at BH will save the assessment (tax) but it does not reflect resource consumption and should 
not be part of NED benefit total transportation costs analogous to other port charges for resources 
consumed such as dockage, wharfage, etc.). 
 
Significance – High: 
 
The ILA container assessment fee that is particular to the New York Harbor collective bargaining 
agreement constitutes about twenty percent of the NED benefits of shifting containers from NY to BH; 
this is not regarded to be an NED-based (resource cost) savings that is passed on to “shippers,” and as 
such should not constitute part of the NED benefits to the nation. 
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Comment Cross-referencing: 
 
See Comment 11 regarding economic benefits which will accrue to foreign flag carriers and thus may not 
be fully passed on to U.S. shippers, and Comment 2 pertaining to the absence of analysis of total 
transportation costs for liner container services to and from NY and BH (in lieu of only trucking cost 
differentials); a shared hinterland might show that lines that call BH directly and avoid the GAI at NYH 
might charge a premium for that call relative to NY by not passing the GAI “savings” on to BH shippers 
(if the lines equalize rates at NY and BH, and at NY the rate includes the GAI and at BH excludes the NY 
GAI, essentially there is no savings for shippers but the vessel operators have different costs).  
 
Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
To resolve these concerns, the report would need to be expanded to include: 
• The analysis needs to demonstrate the resource cost basis for the value added services of GAI that can 

be apportioned to individual boxes and for the resource cost distinctions between one geographic 
grouping of local (less regional port competitive) NYH boxes (up to 260 miles which pays $110) and 
a second geographic grouping of regional (more regional port competitive) NYH boxes (beyond 260 
miles which pays $20).  How are “resource costs” reflected by GAI assessments indicative of the 
competitive hinterland distance conditions?  In other words how does a box terminated in Hoboken, 
NJ “cost” $110 assessment and a box terminated in Columbus, Ohio “cost” $20?  How are the 
resources consumed differently?  

• The analysis needs to demonstrate that the GAI component that may be related to resource costs will 
persist for the next fifty years given that the purpose of the assessment is to fund a Guaranteed 
Annual Income for longshoremen for the next fifty years.  What will the supply and demand for GAI 
eligible longshore labor be in NYH over the future that would require a GAI assessment compared to 
the number of loaded boxes expected to be handled through NYH?  Might not the GAI assessment 
drop to $50 in the future compared to $110 now (or $20) depending on distance and a much larger 
nominal and real amount in the past?    

• The analysis needs to address that if there are GAI resource costs and boxes are shifted from NYH to 
BH, the fixed costs of GAI at NY that are resource related would not be allocated to fewer boxes, 
effectively raising the assessment for other containers while containers shifted to BH avoid the 
assessment (tax). In principle the number of shifted BH boxes is small, but if it is resource costs that 
are being allocated on a total NYH box basis this has “cost” implications for the other containers not 
shifted to BH. 
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Comment 4:  

The risk of losing current business (i.e., two lines and three services) at Boston Harbor with 
or without the project has not been adequately considered.   

Basis for Comment: 
 
With-project conditions should look at the longer term trends of loss of services and lines with 
implications for COSCO and or MSC shipping lines because this phenomenon has been the reoccurring 
pattern at BH, even when it has the same channel depth as NY.  The with-project conditions assume that 
the “shift” from NY to BH will continue over 50 years when in fact over the last thirty years the 
prevailing “shift” of lines, services and cargo, has been in the opposite direction from BH to NY.  To 
assume that the longer term shift of container lines, services and cargo, away from BH to NY will be 
permanently and irrevocably reversed by two lines and three services (for a relatively brief reported 
period of time) that are now calling BH is quite a break with the clear past trends of small and declining 
or stagnant containerized cargo through BH. 
 
The containership benefits (page C-2) are stated to “have a high degree of certainty”.  Readers need to 
know the commitments of the two lines, MSC and COSCO, to continue to call BH.  Unless the lines have 
very long term leases (contracts) with substantial minimum cargo volumes (which would appear doubtful 
using public port facilities as the only two major lines and services regularly calling there) these lines 
could cease calling BH and there would be little or no (benefiting) container commerce there, unless other 
lines decided to call there as replacements.  Indeed this was the dire situation of BH about seven years ago 
when there was one major line and one service left (MSC) and they were in discussions to leave BH.  
This would have left BH, purportedly a major container port, without any major container lines calling 
with direct (non-feeder vessels or barges) services from other major ports.   
 
The limited economic hinterland, described on page C-3 as the six New England states but primarily 
Massachusetts in terms of container volume, has been a long standing competitive problem at BH to 
attract container lines and direct call services.  There is a very limited volume and geographic scope of the 
hinterland from BH compared to the economies of scale at other ports, notably NY.  The limited BH 
container hinterland (both geographically and volume) is well served by other ports, primarily NY.  
Consequently, BH three decades ago had about the same or more containerized cargo than they reported 
now!  The BH throughput of containers for its hinterland simply has not grown in scope or size (volume), 
although the report uses a recent and relatively short time frame to depict “growth” as a “shift” in cargo 
from NY.  The reality is that over the past three decades the shift has been container lines, services and 
cargo from BH to NY as the prevailing norm. 
 
Continued growth of containerized cargo being constrained by the 40 foot channel should explicitly 
consider the past thirty years when BH had the same depth as NY (40 feet) and there has been a long 
history of decline and stagnation of containerized cargo at BH compared to growth at NY (at the expense 
of BH).  Obviously, channel depth and higher land transportation (incremental trucking distances and 
related variable costs) costs are not the only reasons why container lines have clustered services and cargo 
at NY and have left BH, with one notable exception in 2001 (MSC Europe/Med service had also 
considered leaving BH but did not).  Shippers too found the number of lines (index for competition) and 
frequency of services (multiple sailing schedules and shorter origin destination transit times due to greater 
service frequency compared to weekly service calls at BH) far greater at NY than BH, suggesting that the 
higher value and more time sensitive freight went through NY rather than BH.   
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Basis for Comment:  (Continued) 
 
The benefits are based on two container lines and three services.  Any one of these lines or services could 
be redeployed from BH subject to the unknown terms of the occupancy of the Massport Conley Marine 
Terminal.  By contrast, container ports that are candidates for major deepening typically have 
considerably more lines and services, and demonstrate a much longer period of stability/growth in 
commerce.  Moreover, at other ports many of the customers (lines) have long term leases and substantial 
minimum cargo volumes committed.   There is no indication that these commitments apply to BH with 
few (two) major carriers and services calling at a public terminal that has an abundance of excess 
capacity.     
 
Significance – High: 
 
The report provides a very short time series of historical container volume trends at BH; these short-term 
trends do not reveal the very long-term issues that have been reflected in the loss of lines and cargo at 
BH, which may well continue to occur, resulting in the loss of one or both of the benefiting lines and their 
services at BH. 
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
 
Also see Comment 2 wherein total transportation costs (vessel, port, and landside), including shipper 
inventory costs from less frequent services (weekly at BH), are not computed; merely land side trucking 
costs (and ILA GAI assessment) are used to derive the “shift” of cargo and resulting benefits to shippers.   
 
Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
To resolve these concerns, the report would need to be expanded to include: 
• Indicate the contractual commitments and time frames of the two major container lines calling BH. 
• Compute benefits for the loss of one or both benefiting container lines and services. 
• Show history of major container lines calling and ceasing to call BH, e.g., Maersk and related 

container volumes for a minimum of ten years.   
• Indicate why container lines have a demonstrated history of leaving BH when it had a 40 foot channel 

depth (same as NY) and chose to call NY and either absorb the trucking cost differential and ILA 
GAI assessment (unless the barge was used) or pass the trucking costs to shippers unable to receive 
container service directly at BH. 

• Indicate the lines’ prevailing commercial  practices during the last decade to service BH through NY 
by issuing a Boston bill of lading (meaning the line will pay to deliver the cargo to BH or its 
hinterland) or a NY bill of lading (meaning the “shipper” pays the trucking cost to BH hinterland).   
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Comment 5:  

The benefits to the cement industry are entirely speculative and pending contractual 
commitments, and there is no supporting documentation related to vessel costs, markets 
served, delivered prices, etc. in competition with other ports and existing domestic 
suppliers. 

Basis for Comment: 
 
Introduction (page C2-1) indicates that the benefits are conjectural since there are no benefiting cargoes 
currently moving through the Massport and Medford Terminals.  “Strong commitments from a 
development group and likely future tenants at the site,” should not be confused with the current absence 
of benefits for existing cargoes or contractual commitments and associated investments for future cargoes.  
Since development of both terminals is not contingent upon deepening, the deepening analysis should be 
regarded as conjectural in the absence of cargo movements and commitments. 
 
Moreover, there are concerns about the unspecified nature of the assumptions made for the characteristics 
of the cement trade that affect economic benefits.  Massport Marine Terminal page C2-2 indicates that 
this is expected to become a “regional import terminal for cement” which will subsequently be distributed 
throughout the northeastern U.S. by barge or trucked to local (nearby Boston) markets.  Cement is seldom 
handled twice in import markets (first unloaded from a ship and then reloaded to another vessel).  Cement 
is commonly trucked to local markets within a 100 mile radius of the receiving port.  So any 
developments of a “regional import terminal” that serves the northeastern U.S. in competition with other 
existing domestic mills, other ports, and distribution outlets would need to be examined closely to 
determine the market hinterland in which imported cement via BH would be price competitive (delivered 
cost basis) and displace domestic sources.  What are the destinations and alternative U.S. sources of 
supply and resulting total delivered costs?  This is an issue on which no data is provided, yet there is 
projected a substantial volume of imported cement, upwards of one million tons! 
 
Commerce Forecast and Future Demand for Cement uses population for the northeast region to grow 
cement consumption, when it would appear that the more local market (Massachusetts) would be more 
applicable, unless service to New England markets in competition with existing suppliers can be shown. 
 
“It is expected that most of the increase in demand in the future will need to be met by imported cement” 
was true for some markets back in 2006 where there had been booming construction, such as in Florida in 
the face of sustained cement shortages.  There is no evidence that such shortages have affected BH market 
or the northeast U.S. or that they will persist.   
 
The World Bulk Carrier Fleet should note that cement carriers are typically smaller vessels ranging in size 
from 35,000 to 40,000 dwt for flexibility in serving smaller foreign ports and terminals.  While new bulk 
carriers may average 66,000 dwt this is substantially larger than the typical new cement carriers of about 
40,000 dwt.  There is not a clear trend toward larger cement vessels in the range of 60,000 dwt except for 
some wider beam vessels but not deeper drafts.  If this is so, this should be shown for CEMENT bulk 
ships (particularly self-unloading with are dedicated to the trade).   
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Basis for Comment:  (Continued) 
 
Commerce Forecast suggests that Massport would double cement volumes currently moving into BH 
either through displacement of existing waterborne commerce and/or serving a larger northeast 
hinterland.  According to the report, the cement is expected to come from the “far east” and would be 
characterized by very long distances by vessel that would result in substantial savings for larger vessels.  
To the contrary, most imported cement comes from the nearest market relative to world prices and 
currency exchange rates.  Far East cement, usually from China, has supplied the U.S. West Coast but not 
the U.S. East Coast.  U.S. East Coast imported cement is usually from South America, Mexico, Caribbean 
or Europe (Spain, Turkey, etc.). Importing cement from the Far East to the U.S. East Coast has not 
worked for major existing cement terminals in Florida so why should it work for BH? 
 
Calculation of Benefits has scant details on the benefits other than a one-way time of 20 days which 
would suggest a voyage distance of about 6240 nautical miles and six days for in-port unloading.  The 
vessel voyage distances are high compared to typical U.S. East Coast cement sources (surely not Far East 
as mentioned earlier) and the length of the distance proportionately increases the vessel voyage costs 
allowing more savings to be claimed by using larger more efficient vessels.  Six days in port to unload (!) 
adds to the expense as this suggests that very low unloading rates will be achieved, which again adds to 
the cost of the cement vessel.  Unlike container vessels, cement vessels will incur tidal delay but the 
report assumes light loading to access the harbor at intermediary depths.   
 
Significance – High: 
 
The cement benefits are based on a substantial volume of new cargo for a very large domestic hinterland 
that would move very long distances in much larger vessels and incur substantial savings – about $2.00 
per ton for an annual volume of 1.0 million tons – without any documentation of sources, vessel voyage 
costs, or the domestic hinterland served (including the delivered price in competition with other ports and 
domestic suppliers).   
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
None  

Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
To resolve these concerns, the report would need to be expanded to include: 
• What are the foreign sources of cement used for vessel voyage costs and the domestic destinations 

and the total delivered prices for both BH and other ports or domestic suppliers? Data on the volumes, 
markets, and displacement of existing domestic suppliers or other ports is needed to support this 
facility.   

• Supply data and documentation on the total costs of cement imports that would show how the 
additional handling costs at BH would be absorbed into competitive margins of existing suppliers of 
these markets, particularly for the “new” non-local markets which involve substantial distances by 
truck and or by vessel/truck via other ports and resulting double handling.   
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Recommendations for Resolution:  (Continued) 
 
• Provide details on the calculation of benefits in terms of total expected vessel voyage and related port 

costs, etc.  Currently there are scant details on the benefits other than one-way travel time of 20 days! 
• Indicate why cement vessels would not incur tidal delays as is common in bulk trades.   
• Substantiate the size of the cement vessels and provide a basis for the assumption that larger vessels 

(50,000 to 60,000 dwt) will be used for cement, particularly if self-unloading vessels are to be 
engaged.   

• The sensitivity analysis of using foreign flag vessels (Fleet Forecast Medford Street Terminal) and 
longer distances have no documentation or supporting details.  Nothing is shown that would support 
the text that “the impact on the benefits of the long travel time offsets the significantly lower hourly 
total operating costs of foreign flag ships relative to U.S. flag ships.” 
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Comment 6:  

The water quality impacts on biological resources could be significantly higher than the 
report implies given the likely timing of dredging and the potential quantity of fine-grained 
sediment.  

Basis for Comment: 
 
It is well known that organisms, particularly small poikilotherms and invertebrates, have a decreased 
ability to withstand environmental stressors when those same organisms are already stressed.  Winter-
related activities and blasting can provide two sources of stress that are in addition to the presence of fine-
grained sediments. The dose response curves for larvae and small juveniles of fish (e.g., winter flounder) 
will be very steep and any small increase in stress will result in a significant increase in mortality. In a 
specific example of this phenomenon, from the North Cape oil spill in southern Rhode Island, it is 
generally agreed that the timing of the spill (mid-January 1996) contributed to the overall lobster and 
invertebrate mortality of the event.  The spill ultimately killed approximately 9.0 million lobsters and 
numerous other invertebrates of varying sizes.  The spill was caused by a number of unrelated events but 
a series of strong storms caused the #2 heating oil to be emulsified and driven into the sediments where 
the organisms resided.  Due to the timing of the event and particularly the low water temperature, mobile 
organisms such as lobsters were unable to avoid the oil and move out of their shelters (Cobb et al., 1998).  
 
It is not my contention that the fine-grained sediment being moved during this project will approximate 
#2 home heating oil.  However, it seems reasonable to assume that dredging and blasting will be 
conducted during winter and the timing of this will render small vertebrates (e.g., larvae and juveniles) 
and benthic invertebrates less able to handle stress.     
 
In addition, the DFR and DSEIS/EIR clearly state that there will not be any/much fine-grained sediment 
removed in the dredging project and that this material will be moved to Confined Aquatic Disposal 
(CAD) cells.  However even these statements have some potential difficulties associated with them.  It 
seems likely, for instance, that the sediments will be removed via a dredge that will suspend some of these 
sediments.  If removal occurs on an outgoing tide and biological resources are within the vicinity, these 
stressed organisms (due to cold water or proximity to blasting) may be exposed to a significantly higher 
toxicant load than they can withstand.  Again, this scenario seems likely.  Finally Appendix J, 
Geophysical Investigations, indicates that there are several areas where the benthos consisted of “organic-
rich, gaseous sediments in the near surface” (pg J-28), and also that, “Areas where gaseous, organic 
material present in the shallow subsurface inhibit penetration of the seismic signal were also identified 
during this process” (pg J-22).  The DFR and DSEIS/EIR do not reconcile these statements and the 
qualitative results presented in Appendix J with the points that are stated later in this comment. 
 

Significance – Medium: 
 
During times or in regions of high stress (e.g. winter or in proximity to blasting) the benthic and 
epibenthic organisms, particularly those classified as biological resources, will be highly susceptible to 
additional stress from fine-grained sediments being suspended into the water column. 
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
    None 
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Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
To resolve these concerns, the DFR and DSEIS/EIR should clearly articulated the following items:  
• Provide the total estimated quantity of fine-grained sediment to be removed.  
• Estimate the geographic extent of the fine-grained sediment to be removed and the distance between 

dredging these sediments and the nearest significant concentration of biological resources. 
• Provide a qualitative chemical description of the fine-grained sediments focusing particularly on 

which compound (e.g., polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and/or heavy metals) they contain.  
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Comment 7: 

Additional details are needed to clarify the measures to prevent mortalities of marine 
mammals and fishes with respect to the roles of marine mammal observers and the fish 
detection system. 

Basis for Comment: 
 
Throughout the DFR and DSEIS/EIR there is recognition that the dredging operations may have a 
significant impact on sensitive animals and life stages in the area.  However there is not enough detail 
provided to judge the proposed measures to prevent ship strikes of marine mammals and the fish detection 
systems, both of which will be used to limit or prevent mortality events. In the first case, ships striking 
marine mammals, this is extremely important because of the potential for impacting small and sensitive 
populations such as the Atlantic Right Whales. Several instances in the DFR and DSEIS/EIR there is 
mention of a time frame “From February 1 through May 31 of any year, an approved marine mammal 
observer will be present aboard disposal vessels transiting between dredge site and the Massachusetts Bay 
Disposal Site (MBDS) during daylight hours” (for instance see pg 4-27 DSEIS/EIR). However nowhere 
in the report is there a description of what the observers’ duties and responsibilities will be.  For instance 
if an observer detects a Right Whale in the path of a disposal vessel, will he/she inform the captain that 
the vessel must either change course or stop it’s forward motion?  It is never made clear the role of these 
“approved marine mammal observers” and the impact, if any, they will have on preventing marine 
mammal mortalities.  Finally why have “approved observers” on board during a part of the year and not 
the months of June to October? 
 
In the second group of organisms, finfish species, there are also missing details related to the “fish 
detection system” that is going to be employed during dredging/blasting operations.  For instance the 
DSEIS/EIR states on page ES-7 that “Four fish mortality events were observed during the ledge pinnacle 
removal project in the late fall of 2007” but little additional detail is provided anywhere.  The only thing 
that is clear is that four fish mortality events occurred during the 2007 operations.  Additional detail 
would help the reader understand the scope of the mortality events in terms of species involved and total 
area impacted.  The documents never mention improvements (if any) to the fish detection system that 
could be proposed and the reader is unable to understand what would be involved in improving this 
system due to a lack of detail.  For instance if the systems work but they are limited spatially, simply 
adding vessels to detect and deter fish adjacent to the operations would be a simple solution.  Also, there 
is no mention of total numbers nor the species involved in the mortality events. If 1 million juvenile 
winter flounder were killed during 2007 operations then that is far more significant to users of Boston 
Harbor than if a few small commercially unimportant fish were killed.   
 
Significance – Medium: 
 
As the DFR and DSEIS/EIR have presented there is not sufficient detail to judge the efficacy of the 
marine mammal avoidance system and the fish detection system to understand total possible losses due to 
the operations. 
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
    None 
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Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
• Describe in greater detail the total responsibilities of “approved marine mammal observers” with 

emphasis on how they can prevent ship strikes from occurring. 
• Justify using “approved marine mammal observers” for only a small portion of the year, even though 

marine mammals and reptiles (e.g. sea turtles) will be in the Gulf of Maine and potentially the area 
of operations. 

• The 2007 fish mortality events should be described in greater detail.  Greater detail will allow the 
reader to judge the importance of each of these four events for themselves.  At least provide an 
estimate of total number of fish killed and a list of species observed for the reader. 

• The fish detection system must be more completely described.  Particular emphasis should be placed 
on the total number of systems to be deployed (e.g. # vessels), the approximate proximity and any 
other related information. 
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Comment 8: 

The potential for impacts to localized air quality is not addressed sufficiently. 

Basis for Comment: 
 
There are several instances when local and regional air quality is addressed and the reports, both the DFR 
and DSEIS/EIR, correctly state that fewer trucks on the roads in New England will improve regional air 
quality.  In fact there are several instances when total miles not driven by trucks were quantified for the 
reader.  However, there is very little recognition that fewer trucks in greater New England will mean more 
trucks in the Boston area.  On page 4-1 it is stated “With the proposed project, there would be a slight 
increase in truck traffic and associated air emissions from the proposed project with the Boston 
metropolitan area.  However, the overall regional air quality in New England would improve,” and while 
these statements are correct, they do not sufficiently present the negative impact to air quality in the 
Boston metropolitan area.  In addition there is a demographic description of the Suffolk County but that 
does not provide enough detail to judge potential impact to air quality.  Table 3-16 (pg. 3-101) compares 
demographic data between Massachusetts and Suffolk County in general but there is never a description 
of the total number of people that live close enough to the harbor to be impacted by decreased air quality.  
The end result of this analysis is that the reader is left wondering how many people will be impacted by a 
reduced air quality due to the indirect impacts of the dredging operations and of the Boston Harbor 
operations. 
 
Significance – Low: 
 
The DFR and DSEIS/EIR did not address or quantify indirect changes in air quality due to local Boston 
trucking operations. 
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
    None 

 
Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
• The indirect emissions should explicitly include factors that will negatively impact air quality in the 

greater Boston area.  Allow the readers to judge a “slight increase” in truck traffic by providing as 
much information about the numbers of trucks, their size, time a truck may spend in the Boston 
Harbor operational area and any other relevant information as is possible. 

• Provide better demographic data to compare the total number of people living, working and 
transiting the area of Boston Harbor.  Additional data, if those data are not available, could include 
distances to the nearest community (and their demographic makeup) in each direction (North, South, 
and West).   
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Comment 9: 

The reviewers support the use of rock rubble for lobster habitat enhancement, but the 
lobster life stages for which habitat is being created are not specified and neither are 
potential negative impacts to the original habitat with respect to Essential Fisheries Habitat 
(EFH) considerations. 

Basis for Comment: 
 
It is clear that the Boston Harbor dredging project will produce a significant amount of cobble and 
boulder, so-called shelter providing habitat, for many organisms and we wholeheartedly endorse this use.  
However it is never made clear what species-specific biological criteria is being used to decide on where 
to place the rock/rubble mix.  On page 2-21 of the DSEIS/EIR, five criteria are described and include 
“biological productivity of the area, bottom type, capacity to accept the material, other existing uses, and 
navigable distance to the sites from the project area” but there is never a mention of which species this 
project hopes to enhance.  The DSEIS/EIR and Appendix U describe habitat utilization patterns of the 
American lobster and that as individuals grow they exploit a greater diversity of habitat types and depths.  
These same documents (DSEIS/EIR and Appendix U) describe the newly settled lobsters (EBP stages and 
small juveniles) as habitat and depth restricted stages: these stages are found most often in shelter 
providing habitat and in shallow water (less than 10m).  From the description of the most suitable 
enhancement sites (Massachusetts Bay and Broad Sound, Figure 2-3, page 2-22 DSEIS/EIR) they are 
very deep and thus will not provide much habitat to the most sensitive lobster stages, particularly the EBP 
and small juveniles.   
 
In addition, the two most suitable enhancement sites (Massachusetts Bay and Broad Sound) have 22 and 
20 documented species of finfish respectively, but the potential negative impact to these species is not 
discussed.  These species, such as with flounder, monkfish and others, are demersal and prefer relatively 
featureless habitat.  Therefore it is safe to assume that these populations will be negatively impacted by 
the proposed habitat enhancement activities. 
 
Significance – Low: 
 
There should be more explicit detail provided about individual species to be enhanced and not just 
communities or ecosystem measures. 
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
 
Also see comment 10, multiple uses of rock rubble. 
 
Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
• The purpose of the habitat enhancement component of this project should be more explicitly stated.  

If the goal is to enhance new settled (EBP) and juvenile lobster habitat then using the Broad Sound 
and Massachusetts Bay enhancement sites is not optimal.  Perhaps the decision criteria should be 
adjusted to include impacts to specific species. 

• The potential negative impact of the enhancement sites to benthic epifauna (crabs and fish) is never 
mentioned.  Describe the quantitative impact (if any) to these impacted populations. 
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Comment 10:  
Multiple beneficial uses of dredged rock should be considered to enhance the total use of 
this natural resource in the Boston Harbor deepening project, or a justification that 
additional beneficial uses (e.g., shore protection) are not economical should be included. 
Basis for Comment: 
 
The Boston Harbor Deepening project is expected to produce up to 14.8 million cubic yards of parent 
material (stiff clay and glacial till) and up to 1.4 million cubic yards of blasted or excavated rock 
depending on the final depth of the dredged channel.  Both the parent material and rock have been 
approved for open water disposal at the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site (MBDS).  Two beneficial uses 
have been identified in the DSEIS/EIR.  One beneficial use is to use the parent material to cover the 
debris field known as the Industrial Waste Site that is next to the MBDS.  The second beneficial use is to 
use the rock to create hard bottom habitat in selected areas to create habitat diversity for fish and lobster.  
  
On page 2-19 of the DSEIS/EIR, a beneficial use of using rock for shore protection in the Boston Harbor 
area is discussed.  This beneficial use was not further evaluated due to the unknown suitability of the rock 
and permits that would need to be obtained.  Another possible beneficial use is to use the rock as 
aggregate material.  This possibility was not further evaluated due to legalities of a private contractor 
receiving the rock from a Federal project, permit issues, and available shore facilities for offloading the 
rock. 
 
It is suggested that sufficient time is available to consider the economic benefits of using the rock for 
shore protection, aggregate use, and creation of hard bottom habitat.  These alternatives could be 
compared to determine the optimum economic beneficial use of the rock and perhaps develop multiple 
uses for the rock that would serve more diverse needs in the area. 
 
In Appendix S of the DSEIS/EIR on page S-35, the volume capacity of the identified hard bottom sites is 
discussed.  The discussion shows there is sufficient capacity at either the Broad Sound site or the 
Massachusetts Bay site to beneficially use all the expected rock from the deepening project.  The use of 
the Nantasket Roads site might also be considered for the development of a multiple beneficial use of the 
rock.  Additionally, Comment 9 discusses the value of creating hard bottom habitat in shallower waters to 
benefit earlier life stages of lobster. 
 
Since there are multiple beneficial use opportunities for the rock, it is suggested that a ranking be 
established based upon economic benefit to use the rock for multiple uses that would benefit the Boston 
Harbor area in more diverse ways.  There is more capacity for beneficially using the rock than the amount 
of rock expected to be produced from the deepening project, and consequently it is suggested that no rock 
be placed in the MBDS.   
 
Significance – Low: 
 
The significance of this comment is low because there is capacity to beneficially use all the rock from the 
Boston Harbor deepening project for hard bottom habitat, but it is felt that other multiple uses (e.g. shore 
protection, shallow hard bottom , and aggregate use) of the rock may have a better overall benefit to the 
project.   
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Comment Cross-referencing: 
 
Also see Comment 9, which addresses the need for shallow water hard bottom habitat. 
 
Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
The Boston Harbor Deepening Project sponsors are encouraged to find ways to overcome obstacles 
preventing the beneficial use of all the rock from the deepening project.  Additional beneficial uses could 
include additional hard bottom areas in areas such as: 
  
• Nantasket Roads Area or not yet defined shallower areas (see Comment 9),  
• Find ways to use the rock in Boston Harbor Area where shore line protection improvements are 

needed,  
• Provide the rock as aggregate material to the aggregate industry.   

 
The deepening project should not waste a valuable resource by placing the rock in the MBDS deepwater 
disposal site. 
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Comment 11:  

Economic benefits which will accrue to foreign flag carriers may not be fully passed on to 
U.S. shippers, and the report does not provide any recognition of this.   

Basis for Comment: 
 
The NED savings are based on landside trucking cost savings (refer to comment 2) and also avoidance of 
the ILA GAI assessment (refer to comment 3).  Assuming for the sake of argument that the ILA GAI 
assessment is a resource cost that is saved from container lines direct calling at BH there is no support 
that this “saving” would be passed on to U.S. shippers (importers and exporters) rather than retained by 
the foreign owned lines, MSC and COSCO, that provide the benefiting services for with-project 
conditions.  
 
It is widely recognized that the liner shipping industry is oligopolistic in market structure (few firms that 
directly influence each other by prices, services, etc.).  The high entry barriers, largely capital, and 
concentration of market share among a few large firms is not the standard paradigm for a competitive 
industry.  It is recognized that the USACE assumes a competitive shipping industry model under which 
cost savings are passed to customers.  This is likely to prevail in competitive ocean shipping sectors such 
as bulk cargo but is not the norm for liner services.  
 
Significance – Low: 
 
The report makes no allowance for the fact that an oligopolistic market structure (two firms and three 
services) calling BH may not share the assumed resource cost savings of the NYH ILA GAI assessment 
with U.S. shippers. 
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
 
Also see: Comment 2 regarding the absence of total transportation costs, and Comment 3 on avoidance of 
the NYH ILA GAI assessment.  
 
Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
To resolve these concerns, the report would need to be expanded to include: 
• Provide documentation that shows that the NYH ILA GAI assessment avoided by direct calls at BH 

(MSC and COSCO) is passed to U.S. shippers in lower rates than for similar services by these lines at 
NYH. 
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Comment 12:  

Further detail is needed on the frequency and impact of rerouting Logan Airport airplanes 
and other aviation-related restrictions on vessels in the container terminal berthing or at 
work in Boston Harbor.    

Basis for Comment: 
 
As reported (DFR pgs. 73-74), certain Logan Airport flight envelopes pass over portions of the Roads 
anchorage, Conley Terminal, the Main Channel, and other waterfront facilities.  Anticipated project 
improvements will likely result both in vessels of greater air draft and facilities of greater heights.  
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) review and approval will be required on all associated air draft 
issues within the runway approaches.   
 
Also, two turning basin layouts were considered – referred to as the NW and NE alignments.  The 
recommended NW alternative puts the basin directly in line with Logan’s Runway 4R approach.  Faster 
turning times and times to berth are used as justification, which may be appropriate but this discussion is 
anecdotal.  No quantifiable data are provided, particularly with regard to airport operations. 
 
At present, when large air-draft ships are turning in the basin, use of Runway 4R is typically suspended 
for several minutes and/or flights are shifted to another of the airports runways.  With-project harbor 
activities will increase the frequency of these interruptions.   
 
An assumption is made, but not supported, that the FAA will reroute planes to accommodate the Boston 
Harbor port improvements. Documentation is needed to provide confidence that the FAA will indeed 
reroute the planes. And, if so, the impact on other airport activities – in terms of delays and air safety – 
should be assessed. 
 
Restrictions on ship and crane heights – due to potential runway interference – are not sufficiently 
addressed.  The potential impact on Boston Harbor operations due to such restrictions and/or the 
operational impacts for those instances when the FAA chooses not to reroute planes from Runway 4R 
needs be assessed as well.   
 
Significance – Low: 
 
MASSPORT does not consider this issue a significant concern because flight operations are typically 
shifted to other runways during vessel turning or construction.  However, without additional data, this 
conclusion is anecdotal and needs be substantiated. 

Comment Cross-referencing: 
  None 

Recommendations for Resolution: 
 
For the with-project conditions, recommend the following questions be addressed: 
• How often will Logan Airport flights be impacted and what will be their delay?  
• What will be the impact – in terms of delay – of other flights affected by the rerouting?  
• Are there air safety implications associated with rerouting 4R flights to other runways? 
• What are the likely height restrictions on construction vessels and vessels at berth, and how might 

these restrictions affect port operations? 
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Comment 13:  

The discussion of the Permanent International Association of Navigation Congresses 
(PIANC) design methodology for channel width is poorly written/illustrated.  

Basis for Comment: 
 
PIANC design guidance for determining channel width is discussed in Appendix D-1, pgs. D1-6 through 
D1-9.  However, beginning on pg D1-7, the example is ill-conceived and beset with inconsistencies.  To 
begin, the vessel’s speed is reported as 6 kts, which would classify as ‘slow’, yet many of the parameter 
corrections are applied as though the speed was moderate.  Winds are reported as though ‘typically from 
the East’ @ 10.7 mph, yet the DFR suggests that the prevailing winds for Boston Harbor are 
northwesterlies averaging 13 mph.  Perhaps the example was meant to address ‘onshore cross winds’. In 
either case, the suggested storm wave height (vice Hs) in the example is being driven by 51 mph winds.  
The ‘Aids to Navigation’ condition calls for a correction of 20%, not 10%.  Finally, the summary width 
on pg D1-9 is based on a vessel with moderate maneuverability, not poor maneuvering as initially 
suggested (pg D1-7).  
 
A proper example would define the design ship and all ‘design’ conditions up front, and then follow with 
implementation of the procedure.  (By ‘design’ conditions, one would not specify an average wind speed, 
for example, but rather a max wind speed at which transit might be attempted.)  Such an approach would 
likely eliminate many of the example’s inconsistencies and result in a more positive understanding of the 
design procedure. That said, the design discussion beginning on pg D1-12 is clearer with regards to some 
design conditions (e.g., design ship and design wind speed), but unclear with regards to others (Hs and 
mid-channel speed).  It is unclear what assumptions were made and whether they were appropriate for the 
project-recommended width calculations shown in Table D1-8 (pgs. D1-14 through D1-16). 
 
Of lesser concern, it should be noted that Table D1-7 is poorly formatted and has at least two-typos (E 
vice ENE in column 1, and a coefficient of 18.396 seems more appropriate than 18.654 in Note 3.)  Also, 
DFR pg. 141 reads “Figure 9-1 of EM 1110-2-1613 (2006) calls for a turning basin radius of 1.2-1.5 
vessel length.”  The reference should be to ‘turning basin diameter’ (not radius); an apparent misstatement 
b/c Fig 28 portrays the appropriate diameter. 
  
Significance – Low: 
 
The various inconsistencies of the PIANC design example are a source of uneasiness in accepting the 
actual design results.  While the results presented in Table D1-8 may be correct, one cannot be sure 
without specifying and/or justifying all the design data.  
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
  None 
   
Recommendations for Resolution: 

 
• The PIANC illustration beginning at the bottom of pg D1-6 should be reworked with consistent 

inputs/assumptions. 
• The design conditions leading to the suggested channel widths of Table D1-8 should be both specified 

and justified. 
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Comment 14:  

Has sufficient consideration been given to the potential shockwave effects of blasting in the 
vicinity of the Ted Williams Tunnel?   

Basis for Comment: 
 
As best one can tell from the available drawings (e.g., DFR Figure 34), Plan D – Main Ship Channel 
Deepening to MASSPORT Marine Terminal (MMT) – calls for dredging to at least minus 45’ MLW 
within 1000’ of the Ted Williams Tunnel (TWT).  It is reported (DFR pg 162) that this effort will involve 
the greatest percentage of rock (argillite) and hard materials relative to the area’s total dredge quantity. 
 
Using a conservative assumption, removal of all ledge material in this area will require drilling and 
blasting.  The proposed blasting plan would involve over-drilling of charge holes to 4’ or 5’ below the 
allowable overdepth or as deep as 53’-54’ below MLW, i.e., 45’ + 4’ allowable rock overdepth + 4’ or 5’ 
over-drilling.  This places the potential drill/blast holes well below the top of the TWT’s rock cover layer 
which is generally at -45 feet MLW. 
 
Significance – Low: 
 
Given the 1000’ separation between the TWT and the required dredging area and the likely possibility of 
ledge removal without blasting, this concern is seemingly of low risk.  However, should blasting be 
required and result in shockwave damage to the tunnel, the consequences could be huge.    
 
Comment Cross-referencing: 
 None 
   
Recommendations for Resolution: 

 
• As reported (see DFR, pg. 166), a detailed program of subsurface investigation should be conducted 

in this area during the design phase of the project to determine the extent of ledge to be removed and 
whether blasting will be required  

• Should blasting be required in the northern reaches of the MMT channel deepening extension, 
blasting charges should be applied incrementally while monitoring and assessing their shockwave 
effects (in the vicinity of the TWT) before full-scale blasting is undertaken. 

 




